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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
I. Nature of the Case: 
The nature of the underlying case is for unemployment benefits due Claimant, 
DeAnne Muchow under the Idaho Employment Security Law. Ms. Muchow was initially 
approved for unemployment insurance benefits and the order has been reversed, then 
confirmed, and reversed again. At this time the much needed benefits are being withheld 
pending the outcome of this appeal. This appeal relates to unemployment benefits 
including extension(s) of payments as well as the costs on appeal. Idaho Code § 72-1367, 
1367(a); Idaho Appellate Rules 40) 
II. Course of Proceedings and disposition: 
The Employer, Varsity Contractor's Inc. discharged the Claimant from 
employment on June 26,2012. Ms. Muchow then applied for unemployment benefits the 
week ending June 30,2012 and was approved to receive benefits. 
Varsity disputed this claim and a telephone interview fact finder, RosalvaR3753, 
reversed the claim on July 18,2012. 
The claimant then appealed the order to the Idaho Department of Labor Appeals 
Bureau. A telephone hearing was conducted by Gregory Stevens, Appeals Examiner for 
the Idaho Department of Labor (IDOL) on August 27, 2012. The order and decision of 
Appeals Examiner was issued on August 29,2012, effective June 24,2012, and the 
Eligibility Determination dated July 18,2012, was reversed upholding that the claimant 
was eligible for unemployment benefits. Subsequent payments were issued to the 
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Claimant on September 4,2012 from the IDOL for benefits due from June 30, 2012, and 
continued until the order was appealed. 
Varsity then appealed the order to the Industrial Commission of the State of Idaho 
and the Commission conducted a de novo review of the record. The Decision and Order 
was issued on November 20,2012, reversing the Decision of the Appeals Examiner 
stating the Claimant is ineligible for unemployment benefits. 
III. Concise Statement of the facts: 
The claimant, Ms. Muchow worked for Varsity Contractors, Inc., as a human 
resource assistant from February 2, 2011 through June 26, 2012. On June 26, 2012, at 
4:45 pm the claimant was called into a meeting by Shane Campbell head of human 
resources and her supervisor Jennifer Knapp. (Commission Decision and Order, filed 
November 20,2012; Decision of Appeals Examiner, filed August 29,2012) 
When faced with accusations from Mr. Campbell the claimant stated she had been 
keeping written documentation regarding the facts of incidences involving Ms. Knapp. 
Mr. Campbell requested the documentation. The claimant requested the meeting continue 
the following day to better prepare, but the request was immediately denied. (Transcript 
of Audio Recorded Hearing, p. 60, L. 1-4; Exhibit 4, p. 8; Exhibit 8, p. 14; Decision of 
Appeals Examiner, filed August 29,2012, p. 2; Commission Decision and Order, filed 
November 20,2012, p. 2, p. 5). 
The claimant went to her desk and printed out her documentation. The claimant 
walked with Mr. Campbell back toward his office and showed him the documentation to 
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prove it existed. The claimant then proceeded to walk past Mr. Campbell's office and 
shredded the documents. The claimant then returned to Mr. Campbell's office and 
requested that they just "start over" with a clean slate. Mr. Campbell informed the 
claimant she was dismissed by stating very loudly, "You're Fired." (Decision of Appeals 
Examiner, p. 2) 
ISSUES PRESENTED ON APPEAL 
1. Did the Idaho State Industrial Commission err in finding the claimant committed 
employment-related "misconduct" that would render her ineligible for unemployment 
insurance benefits pursuant to Idaho Code § 72-1366(5)? 
a. Did the Idaho State Industrial Commission correctly conclude that the 
claimant disregarded a direct order from her employer? 
2. Whether the Idaho State Industrial Commission's findings, rational, and/or 
determinations under the "standards-of-behavior" analysis meet the Idaho Supreme 
Courts guidelines of an employer's reasonable request in requesting that the claimant 
not shred the documents? I.C. § 72-1366(5) 
3. Were the Idaho State Industrial Commission's findings regarding the "previous 
warning" supported by substantial and competent evidence of record? 
4. Did the Idaho State Industrial Commission err in their determination that the 
employer had met the burden of proving misconduct pursuant to I.C. § 72-1366(5) by 
a "preponderance of the evidence"? If not, benefits must be awarded to the claimant. 
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Roll v. City of Middleton. 105 Idaho 22, 25, 665 P.2d 721, 724 (1983); Parker v. St. 
Maries Plywood, 101 Idaho 415, 419,614 P.2d 955,959 (1980). 
a. Did the Idaho State Industrial Commission err in quoting the claimant from 
excerpts taken from Mr. Campbell's notes rather than from the claimant? 
(Exhibit 4, p. 8) 
5. Did the Idaho State Industrial Commission err in reversing the Decision of Appeals 
Examiner filed August 29, 2012, requiring extraordinary measures from the claimant 
and additional costs of appeal to obtain unemployment insurance benefits which are 
her due? (Idaho Code § 72-1367, 1367(a), LA.R. 40). 
COSTS ON APPEAL 
The claimant seeks relief for the costs and fees related to the appeal for unemployment 
insurance benefits under Idaho Appellate Rule 40. The employer acted in an unprofessional 
manner seeking to find grounds to dismiss the claimant. And further in an effort to save face the 
employer disputed the unemployment insurance claim filed by the claimant. The employer 
continued the course of action to deny the claimant unemployment benefits and causing the 
claimant additional time, and expense to claim the benefits due her. The loss of employment 
created a great fmancial hardship on the claimant and her family compounded by the lack of 
unemployment benefits. The expenses to fight the unfounded denial have added insult to injury. 
The claimant requests reimbursement for the costs on appeal pursuant to Rule 40, Idaho 
Appellate Rules. 
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ARGUMENT 
I. Standard 0/ Appellate Review: 
The court may set aside an order by the Industrial Commission if: (1) the commission's 
findings offact are not based on any substantial competent evidence; (2) the commission has 
acted without jurisdiction or in excess of its powers; (3) the findings of fact, order or award were 
procured by fraud; (4) the findings of fact do not as a matter of law support the order or award. 
I.C. § 72-732. 
The Claimant who became unemployed due to no fault of her own is due unemployment 
insurance benefits under the Idaho Employment Security Law. In the case of a discharge, as was 
the cause for the separation here, the issue is whether the claimant committed some form of 
employment-related misconduct that would render her ineligible for unemployment benefits 
pursuant to Idaho Code § 72-1366(5). The claimant did not perform any act of misconduct 
regarding her employment nor did she disregard a direct order from her employer. The request 
from the employer was unreasonable for two reasons, (1) the documentation was already in the 
shredder and (2) the documentation belonged to the claimant and therefore she was free to do 
with it as she saw fit. 
Section 72-1351(2)(a) of the Idaho Employment Security Law provides in part that for 
experience rating purposes, no charge shall be made to the account of such covered employer 
with respect to benefits paid to a worker who terminated his services voluntarily without good 
cause attributable to such covered employer, or who had been discharged for misconduct in 
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connection with such services. The claimant did not terminate her services voluntarily and was 
not discharged for "misconduct" according to Idaho Code § 72-1366(5). 
1. Statement from Commission in agreement with Decision of Appeals Examiner 
filed August 29,2012. 
The Commission Decision and Order filed November 20,2012, states: 
"The Idaho Supreme Court has established three grounds upon which to 
determine whether Claimant has engaged in "misconduct" as it applies to eligibility 
for unemployment benefits. Further, the Court requires the Commission to consider 
all three grounds in determining whether misconduct exists. Dietz v. Minidoka 
County Highway Dist., 127 Idaho 246, 248,899 P.2d 956, 958 (1995). We have 
carefully considered all three grounds for determining misconduct and conclude the 
issue can be disposed of under the "standards of behavior" analysis without further 
unnecessary explanation of the other two grounds. 
Under the "standards-of-behavior" analysis, the employer must show by a 
preponderance of the evidence that it communicated its expectations to the claimant, 
or that its expectations "flowed normally" from the employment relationship. Further, 
the employer must demonstrate that those expectations were objectively reasonable as 
applied to the claimant. As the Idaho Supreme Court has pointed out, an "employer's 
expectations are ordinarily reasonable only where they have been communicated to 
the employee." Folks v. Moscow School District No. 281, 129 Idaho 833, 838,933 
Pold 642,647 (1997)." 
The claimant agrees with these stated "standards-of-behavior" however, the employer did not 
meet the analysis. The Idaho State Industrial Commission did not establish the grounds for 
"misconduct" by a preponderance of the evidence in this case. 
II. Preliminary Statement: 
Mr. Campbell returned to the office on June 26,2012. Mr. Campbell and Ms. Knapp met 
privately to discuss an incident that occurred the previous day. Ms. Knapp's version ofthe events 
painted a very different view of the claimant as an employee than the facts of the occurrence. Mr. 
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Campbell called Ms. Knapp and Claimant into his office for a meeting at 4:45 pm. Mr. Campbell 
had Ms. Knapp establish her version of events regarding the previous day. (Transcript of Audio 
Recorded Hearing, p. 20, L. 8, p. 22, L. 15; Exhibit 4, p. 8; Exhibit 8, pp.l4-15) 
When the claimant disagreed with Ms. Knapp's version of events, Mr. Campbell became 
very hostile and enraged. The claimant then requested that the meeting be continued the 
following day. The request was immediately denied. (Transcript of Audio Recorded Hearing, p. 
60, L. 1-4; Exhibit 4, p. 8; Exhibit 8, p. 14; Decision of Appeals Examiner, filed August 29, 
2012, p. 2; Commission Decision and Order, filed November 20,2012, p. 2, p. 5). 
Had Mr. Campbell's intent of the meeting been, " ... in attempting to resolve the conflict 
between his two employees" Mr. Campbell would have given the claimant the opportunity and 
time to prepare for and to defend herself from his accusations. (Commission Decision and Order, 
p. 7, Exhibit 6, p. 15) 
1. No Evidence that a business trip was scheduled the following day: 
Mr. Campbell maintains that the reason the meeting could not be continued the 
following day was due to a scheduled business trip yet there was no mention of a 
business trip at any time on June 26,2012. There is no evidence that the supposed 
"business trip" took place. Mr. Campbell had not sent out an email notification to the HR 
department regarding scheduled time out of the office as was always the practice. The 
claimant's first knowledge of a supposed "business trip" occurred when she received Mr. 
Campbell's statement of additional detail submitted as evidence for the hearing sometime 
after August 15, 2012. (Exhibit 8, p. 14). 
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Mr. Campbell dismissed Ms. Knapp and the claimant to proof read their documentation at 
5:30 pm on June 26, 2012. 
2. Purpose of the meeting on June 26,2012 at 4:45 pm was to dismiss the claimant: 
The evidence clearly shows that the actual purpose of the meeting was to dismiss the 
claimant: 
a. The claimant was called into a meeting with her supervisor, Ms. Knapp, and the 
HR Director, Mr. Campbell, at 4:45 pm at the end of the workday as is common 
practice for a dismissal. (Transcript of Audio Recorded Hearing, p. 9, L. 4, p. 34, 
L. 5; Exhibit 3, p. 1; Exhibit 6, p. 11) 
b. The claimant's request to continue the meeting the following day was denied. 
(Transcript of Audio Recorded Hearing, p. 60, L. 1-4; Exhibit 4, p. 8; Exhibit 8, p. 
14; Decision of Appeals Examiner, filed August 29,2012, p. 2; Commission 
Decision and Order, filed November 20,2012, p. 2, p. 5). 
c. The claimant then asked Mr. Campbell if her "job was on the line" and Mr. 
Campbell did not respond. (Exhibit 6, p. 14). Although Ms. Knapp misquotes the 
claimant and uses the term "chopping block" in Exhibit 4, p. 9, she does 
corroborate the conversation. 
d. If Mr. Campbell's purpose for the meeting was in fact "conflict resolution" and 
not a dismissal, the claimant would have been allowed to defend herself against 
the accusations of Ms. Knapp. (Transcript of Audio Recorded Hearing, p. 36, L. 
19-21; Exhibit 6, p. 13) 
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e. The level of anger and hostility from Mr. Campbell did not fit the circumstances 
and stated reason for the meeting. (Transcript of Audio Recorded Hearing, p. ; 
Exhibit 6, p. 11-16; Decision of Appeals Examiner, August 29,2012, p. 2) 
f. The meeting had continued beyond 5:30 pm when the claimant had never been 
allowed to have overtime. The claimant had always been dismissed promptly at 
5:00 pm from all work activities including department meetings. (Exhibit 6, p. 15) 
The only reason Mr. Campbell had continued the meeting so late was to obtain the 
documentation from the claimant and whatever information it contained before dismissing her 
from employment. As stated in the "Findings of Fact" in the Decision of Appeals Examiner filed 
August 29, 2012 and agreed by the Commission Decision and Order filed November 20, 2012, 
"The claimant stated she went to her desk and printed out her documentation, but felt 
that because of Mr. Campbell's attitude and insistence, he was preparing to discharge her. 
Since she was convinced she was about to be discharged, the claimant did not want to leave 
her documentation to be used as 'fodder' and proceeded toward the office paper shredder." 
IlL The Idaho State Industrial Commission erred in finding the claimant committed 
employment-related "misconduct" that would render her ineligible for unemployment 
insurance benefits pursuant to Idaho Code § 72-1366(5). 
The issue at question in regard to employment-related "misconduct" has been narrowed 
down to the circumstances surrounding the claimant's action of shredding the document and if 
the claimant's action of shredding the document constituted misconduct according to Idaho Code 
§ 72-1366(5). As evidenced in statements by Mr. Campbell, he did not know the claimant would 
shred the documents. The fact is there was no discussion of shredding until the documents were 
Appellant's Opening Brief - 9 
in the shredder and that is the reason Mr. Campbell was in "disbelief." It was impossible and 
certainly unreasonable to follow Mr. Campbell's "direct order" not to shred the documents when 
the documents were already in the shredder being shredded. (Transcript of Audio Recorded 
Hearing, p. 11, L. 21; Exhibit 8, p. 15). 
The claimant passed Mr. Campbell's office and walked toward the locked garbage bin 
with a slit in the top where all documents to be shredded are deposited for an outside company to 
pick up and shred. It is this bin that Mr. Campbell always used and thought of as an act of 
shredding documents. Had the claimant deposited the document in the shredding bin Mr. 
Campbell would have just used his key to retrieve it. It was not until the claimant turned toward 
the payroll clerk's desk and actually started the document shredding that Mr. Campbell would be 
aware of her intent. Mr. Campbell would have no reason to tell the claimant not to shred the 
documentation prior to the sound of paper shredding alerted him of her intent. (Transcript of 
Audio Recorded Hearing, p. 17, L. 24-25, p. 18, L. 1-2) 
The following quotes are excerpts from the evidence and cite five different references 
that corroborate the fact that the order not to shred the documentation came after the document 
was in the paper shredder. 
1. "When it became evident to him [Mr. Campbell] that the claimant was going to shred 
her papers, he instructed her to stop." (Decision of Appeals Examiner, p. 2) 
2. The documents were already in the process of being shredded according to Carol 
Rudolph, the payroll clerk, with the paper shredder and the only other person present 
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at the time, " ... Shane told her not to shred the document but by then the document 
was in the shredder." (Exhibit 8, p. 10) 
3. In one of Mr. Campbell's most emphatic statements he said, " ... the documents went 
down and - - were starting to go down right down in the shredder and I said, DeAnne, 
do not shred those documents ... " (Transcript of Audio Recorded Hearing, p. 12, L. 4-
6) 
4. Mr. Campbell also stated in a document he submitted as additional detail, dated 
August 15,2012, "As the documents were coming in contact with the shredder I said 
in a stem voice, DeAnne, do not shred those documents." (Exhibit 8, p. 15) 
5. Ms. Knapp's statements regarding the conversation between Mr. Campbell and the 
claimant prior to the document being shredded are inconsistent and varied. Clearly 
she is attempting to corroborate statements made by Mr. Campbell, although she did 
not personally hear the conversation. This is evidenced in the Transcript of the Audio 
Recorded Hearing, p. 28, L. 21-25, p. 29, L. 12, where Ms. Knapp testified, "But he, 
again, said a second time, apparently which was the first time for me that I heard, 
about not shredding the document that you had." Ms. Knapp later testified that, "I 
only heard it the one time." However, in Ms. Knapp's original statement in her 
documentation dated June 26, 2012 she stated, "She [the claimant] said something to 
Shane [Mr. Campbell] when she went by his office but I did not hear it. Shane came 
to his door and asked her not to shred it [the document] but she did." (Exhibit 4, p. 9; 
Transcript of Audio Recorded Hearing, p. 54, L. 7-12) 
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Mr. Campbell testified in the audio hearing on August 7,2012, that no one else was 
around when the previous conversation took place and Ms. Knapp was in her office. 
(Transcript of Audio Recorded Hearing, p. 14, L. 12-13) 
According to the Decision of Appeals Examiner filed August 29, 2012, p. 4, "In Folks v. 
Moscow School District #281, 129 Idaho 611, 614, 614, 549 P.2d 642,646 (1997), the Idaho 
Supreme Court concluded such behavior 'is merely one way by which an employer can prove 
misconduct as a disregard of the standards of behavior which the employer has a right to expect.' 
Initially it must be determined whether or not the employer's expectations were objectively 
reasonable." 
Clearly by a preponderance of the evidence, the document was already in the paper 
shredder in the process of being shredded when Mr. Campbell made his request to the claimant 
not to shred the documentation. Such a request is not "objectively reasonable." 
An employer may discharge an employee for any reason. However, only a discharge that 
is found to constitute misconduct for unemployment insurance purposes makes an employee 
ineligible for benefits. The employer must carry the burden of proving that the employee was 
discharged for employment-related misconduct. Parker v. St. Maries Plywoog, 101 Idaho 415, 
614 P.2d 955 (1980). 
Mere inefficiency, unsatisfactory conduct, failure in good performance as the result of 
inability or incapacity, inadvertencies or ordinary negligence in isolated instances, or good faith 
errors in judgment or discretion are not to be deemed "misconduct" within the meaning of the 
statute. Carter v. Employment Security Commission, 364 Mich. 538, N.W.2d 817 (1961). 
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Misconduct within the meaning of an unemployment compensation act excluding from 
its benefit an employee discharged for misconduct must be an act of wanton or willful disregard 
of the employer's interest, a deliberate violation of the employer's rules, a disregard of standards 
of behavior which the employer has the right to expect of his employee, or negligence in such 
degree or recurrence as to manifest culpability, wrongful intent, or evil design, or show an 
intentional and substantial disregard of the employer's interest or of the employee's duties and 
obligations to the employer. Rasmussen v. Employment Security Agency, 83 Idaho 198, 360 
P.2d 90 (1961). 
Section 72-1366(5) of the Idaho Employment Security Law provides that a claimant shall 
be eligible for benefits provided that employment is not due to the fact that discharge was for 
misconduct in connection with employment. 
IV. The Idaho State Industrial Commission's findings, rational, and/or determination 
under the "standards-of-behavior" analysis did not meet the Idaho Supreme Courts 
guidelines of an employer's reasonable request. 
The claimant submits that the directive from the employer, no matter how clearly 
communicated was received after the document was in the shredder and was not reasonable. 
Attempting to salvage the documentation as the shedder was devouring it would not have been 
prudent and could have caused bodily harm. 
According to the Appeals Examiner, Gregory Stevens; 
"The employer asserts the claimant was discharged for shredding documents after 
having been instructed not to. The Appeals Examiner concludes the employer's directive 
was not objectively reasonable. The documents in question belonged to the claimant and 
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contained her personal notations about issues and problems she was having with a co-
worker. The claimant determined she did not want to share this information and was not, 
objectively, required to do so. She was free to submit them or not submit them and shred 
them, if she chose to do so, requesting instead to start over with a 'clean slate'." 
(Decision of Appeals Examiner, p. 4) 
The document in question that was shredded by the claimant was owned by the claimant 
and was hers to do with as she saw fit. Had Mr. Campbell given the claimant ample time to 
proofread her document and submit it, the claimant would have reprinted the document and used 
it to resolve conflict between herself and Ms. Knapp. 
While an employer may make almost any kind of rule for the conduct of his employees 
and under some circumstances may be able to discharge an employee for violation of any rule, 
such does not, per se, amount to 'misconduct' constituting a bar to unemployment compensation 
benefits. Wroble v. Bonners Ferry Ranger Station, 97, Idaho 900, 556 P.2d 859 (1976). 
The claimant did not engage in protracted argument after an order or directive was given 
and the law does not "require a standard of unswerving docility and servility," as in Avery v. 
B.B. Rental Toilets, 97 Idaho 611, 614, 549 P.2d 270, 273 (1976). 
V. The Idaho State Industrial Commission'sjindings regarding the "previous warning" 
were not supported by substantial and competent evidence of record. 
The Commission Decision and Order filed November 20,2012, states, "Claimant had 
received a previous warning for disrespectful behavior and should have realized that shredding 
documentation in direct disregard of her superior's order would result in further discipline." 
(Exhibit 4, p. 4) 
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The facts of the incident resulting in a "previous warning" were distorted by Ms. Knapp 
stating that the claimant was" ... disrespectful and unprofessional and created a hostile, defensive 
situation." In fact Ms Knapp was unprofessional and was attempting to place false blame on the 
claimant. This fact is established by the vague and unsubstantiated content of the write up. The 
claimant did not have a copy of the Employee Handbook referenced in the counseling memo 
dated March 22, 2012. The Handbook was not issued to the claimant until March 26,2012. The 
memo also states, "Consequences for failing to complete actions by specified completion date(s): 
Another incident of disrespectful action may result in a Final Written Warning." There is no 
completion date(s) on the written warning, no follow up to the "counseling memo" stating that 
the issue had been resolved, and no "Final Written Warning" issued prior to termination. (Exhibit 
4, p. 4). 
As stated previously, the employer's request regarding shredding the documentation occurred 
after the documentation was already in the shredder in the process of being shredded. Therefore, 
it is concluded that the employer's request was not reasonable and did not constitute a "disregard 
of standards-of-behavior that the employer has a right to expect of an employee." I.C. § 72-
1366(5) 
VI. The Idaho State Industrial Commission erred in their determination that the employer 
had met the burden of proving "misconduct" pursuant to I.e. § 72-1366(5) by a 
preponderance of the evidence. 
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The lack of evidence to support the Idaho State Industrial Commission's Decision and Order 
filed November 20,2012, shows that the [mdings of fact are not based on any substantial 
competent evidence. An abundance of evidence has been submitted to show the claimant did not 
commit employment-related "misconduct." In addition to the argument already stated the reasons 
are as follows. 
If "conflict resolution" was the stated purpose of the meeting on June 26, 2012, why would 
Mr. Campbell not give the claimant ample time to prepare for the meeting? Ifthe meeting was in 
fact, intended to resolve a complaint between Ms. Knapp and the claimant Mr. Campbell would 
have scheduled the meeting in advance. Normal practice would have been for Mr. Campbell to 
send a confirmation email to the claimant and Ms. Knapp. This was not done. The purpose of the 
meeting was not stated or understood by the claimant. (Commission Decision and Order, filed 
November 20, 2012) 
At no time was the claimant asked to re-print the document. As anyone with the 
knowledge and ability to use a computer knows, documents created on a computer, saved 
electronically, or printed on a network printer can be recovered from backup or just re-printed 
from the printer menu. A document does not simply disappear by deleting it. The actual 
document discussed that was shredded is in fact admitted as evidence, Exhibit 6, p. 4-9. 
The evidence cited by the Idaho Industrial Commission is flawed regarding the source of 
the quotes used in the Commission Decision and Order filed November 20,2012. The 
Commission misquotes the claimant as saying, "here it is, now I am going to shred it." 
(Commission Decision and Order, p. 5) To quote the claimant in such a way is misleading and 
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out of context. The comment, "here it is" was made in reference to the claimant showing the 
documentation to Mr. Campbell. Any comment by the claimant in regard to shredding the 
document would have been made as the document was being fed into the paper shredder. 
(Transcript of Audio Recorded Hearing, p. 40, L. 17; Exhibit 6, p. 15) Furthermore, the anger 
and hostility presented by Mr. Campbell during the June 26, 2012 meeting that had been going 
on for forty-five minutes left the claimant in fear that he would physically remove the papers 
from her hands. Due to Mr. Campbell's attitude and demeanor, the claimant did not say anything 
to indicate that she intended to shred the papers. (Transcript of Audio Recorded Hearing, p. 40 L. 
13-14; Exhibit 6, pp. 15) 
The employer did not prove that the claimant committed some form of employment-
related misconduct by a preponderance of the evidence as is required. Appeals Examiner of 
Idaho Dept. of Labor v. lR. Simplot Co., 131 Idaho 318, 320, 955 P.2d 1097, 1099 (1998). If the 
discharging employer does not meet that burden, benefits must be awarded to the claimant. 
Parker v. St Maries Plywood, 101 Idaho 415, 419,614 P.2d 955, 959 (1980). 
VII. The Idaho State Industrial Commission erred in reversing the Decision of Appeals 
Examiner filed August 29, 2012, requiring extraordinary measures from the claimant 
and additional costs of appeal to obtain unemployment insurance benefits which are 
her due. I.e. § 72-1366 
The claimant requests that the unemployment insurance benefits be approved and 
payments continued until all extensions and additional benefits are exhausted as if they had been 
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paid out initially_ The claimant also requests reimbursement of all expenses and fees incurred by 
her due to the former employer's unnecessary and unsubstantiated appeals. I.C. § 72-1367; I.C. § 
72-1367(a); I.A.R. 40. 
CONCLUSION 
The claimant did not and would not disobey a direct order from her employer. The 
claimant was fighting to keep her employment even after Mr. Campbell "fired" her. The only 
people present within hearing distance of the conversation prior to the documents going into the 
shredder were Mr. Campbell, Carol Rudolph, and the claimant. Ms. Knapp was not present until 
the documents were in the shredder. The employer is attempting to keep the claimant from 
collecting unemployment insurance as is her right according to the Employment Securities Law. 
The Idaho State Industrial Commission fmdings of fact are not based on any substantial 
competent evidence and the findings of fact do not as a matter oflaw support the order. I.C. § 
72-732 
It is respectfully submitted that the Commission's decision and order on appeal to deny 
the claimant unemployment insurance benefit payments constitutes clear error and must be 
reversed. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 24th day of June, 2013. 
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DeAnne Muchow, Pro Se 
Claimant-Appellant 
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